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INTRODUCTION 

Since  last  spring  the  staff  of  the  Boston  Redevelopment 
Authority  has  been  working  on  the  future  public  housing  program 
in  the  City  of  Boston.  This  work  stems  from  a  request  from  the 
staff  of  the  Boston  Housing  Authority  for  BRA  assistance  in 
long-range  planning  for  public  housing;  but  beyond  that  the  BRA 
recognized  its  responsibility  in  planning  for  the  housing  needs 
of  all  the  citizens  of  Boston,  regardless  of  their  income. 

The  three-stage  sequence  of  the  work  program  is  correlated 
with  the  priority  of  the  decisions  confronting  the  City  and 
with  the  current  status  of  the  public  housing  program,  which  is 
as  follows: 

The  Boston  Housing  Authority  now  has  under  its  management 
14,397  federally  and  state-aided  public  housing  units  for  family 
and  elderly  occupancy.   In  addition  approximately  600  elderly 
units  are  in  advanced  planning  or  under  construction;  43  family 
units  are  planned  for  rehabilitated  structures  in  Highland  Park; 
another  65  rehabilitation  units  are  approved  but  sites  have  not 
yet  been  selected  for  them;  and  about  40  units  in  new  221(d) 3 
housing  will  receive  rent  supplementation.   Beyond  this,  the 


the  Housing  Authority  has  received  City  Council  approval  for 
1000  more  units;  these  units  should  receive  federal  approval 
this  Fall. 

The  first  stage  of  the  work  program  has  as  its  purpose  the 
distribution  among  districts  of  Boston  of  the  approved  65  re- 
habilitation and  the  1000  new  units  which  will  soon  be  avail- 
able to  the  City.   This  stage  is  in  process  and  is  being  issued 
in  three  reports*   la.   Recommendations  for  the  Selection  of 
Sites  for  Currently  Authorized  Rehabilitation  Units;  lb.  A 
Proposed  Distribution  of  Public  Housing  in  Boston;  and  Ic. 
Sites  Available  for  Mew  Public  Housing  Construction. 

The  second  stage  of  the  work  program,  to  be  completed  in 
the  winter  of  1964,  is  intended  to  provide  a  basis  for  further 
requests  to  the  Council  and  the  federal  government  for  addi- 
tional public  housing  units.   This  stage  will  examine  the 
future  need  for  public  housing  as  well  as  the  limitations, 
federal  and  local,  on  meeting  this  need.   The  end  product  will 
be  alternative,  quantitative  programs  for  new  construction  and 
other  forms  of  public  housing  to  1975. 

The  third  stage  of  the  work  program  will  be  carried  out 
jointly  by  the  staff  of  the  Redevelopment  and  Housing  Authori- 
ties as  part  of  Boston's  Community  Renewal  Program.   It  will 
be  completed  in  1968.   This  stage  will  review  the  public 


housing  program  in  light  of  the  City's  total  housing  program 
and  provide  a  basis  for  further  action  in  1970* s. 

The  results  of  the  above  work  are  intended  to  provide 
guidance  to  the  persons  making  decisions  about  public  housing 
in  Boston.   Some  of  the  reports  issued  may  remain  staff  docu- 
ments; others  may  become  official  and  public  documents,  part 
of  the  City's  Development  Program.   In  any  case,  this  work  on 
public  housing  forms  an  essential  part  of  the  planning  for  the 
housing  needs  of  all  the  citizens  of  Boston. 
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I.   Introduction 

This  report  is  one  of  a  series  growing  out  of  the  current 
work  being  carried  out  by  BRA  staff  as  part  of  its  planning 
responsibility.  The  first  report,  I  a,  was  concerned  with 
the  selection  of  structures  for  public  housing  rehabilitation. 
The  purpose  of  this  report,  I  b,  is  to  propose  a  distribution 
for  the  1000  additional  public  housing  units  which  are  ex- 
pected to  become  available  to  the  City  this  fall.   The  final 
report  of  this  first  stage  in  the  work  program  will  provide 
information  on  sites  available  for  new  public  housing 
construction. 

As  a  basis  for  the  proposed  distribution,  the  report 
first  presents  certain  guideposts  which  reflect  current  ob- 
jectives of  the  City  (Sec.  II) ;  next  it  examines  the  popula- 
tion characteristics  of  districts  in  the  City  (Sec.  Ill)  and 
the  existing  distribution  of  public  housing  in  light  of  the 
goals  (Section  IV);  finally,  it  proposes  a  distribution  for 
the  1000  additional  public  housing  units  (Section  V)  and 
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reviews  possible  sites  for  public  housing  and  current  out- 
standing proposals  for  various  urban  renewal  projects  in 
light  of  the  above  material  (Section  VI). 

This  report  is  not  concerned  with  the  amount  of  public 
housing  that  is  needed  or  should  be  developed  in  the  City. 
These  questions  of  quantity,  as  distinct  from  distribution, 
are  the  concern  of  the  second  stage  of  the  public  housing 
work  program  to  be  completed  this  winter. 

II.   Guideposts  to  the  Distribution  of  Public  Housing 
The  distribution  of  public  housing  among  districts 
of  the  City  has  been  based  on  ten  guideposts,  which  in  turn 
stem  from  national  objectives  for  public  housing  and  from 
local  goals  expressed  in  Boston's  general  plan.  Further, 
these  guideposts  grow  out  of  discussion  on  the  ideal  dis- 
tribution of  public  housing  with  BRA  and  BHA  staff  as  well 
as  with  interested  outsiders  -  Dick  Scobie,  UCS; 
Mrs.  Dorothy  Abrahamson,  ABCD;  David  Liederman,  Roxbury 
Federation  of  Settlements;  Chester  Hartman,  Center  for 
Community  Studies. 

The  guideposts,  presented  below  in  order  of  priority, 
relate  to  three  sets  of  factors:  developmental,  physical 
and  social.   The  suggested  order  of  priority  applies  to  the 
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1000  units  which  the  Boston  Housing  Authority  anticipates 
having  available  for  distribution  in  the  near  future.   In 
later  authorizations  the  priority  may  shift  although  the 
guideposts  may  remain  the  same.  At  the  present  point  of 
progress  in  housing  and  urban  renewal  under  Mayor  Collins' 
Development  Program,  the  limited  authorizations  of  public 
housing  units  should  closely  support  and  be  supported  by 
other  priority  development  efforts;  therefore,  the  guide- 
posts  related  to  development  factors  have  been  given  top 
priority. 

Developmental  guideposts 

1)   Public  housing  should  take  advantage  of  sites  made 
available  through  the  urban  renewal  process.   Such  sites  for 
new  projects  or  rehabilitated  structures  can  be  offered  to 
the  Housing  Authority  with  a  land  write-down;  and  federal 
renewal  funds  can  assist  in  relocation  and  demolition  ex- 
penses.  The  surrounding  public  improvements  and  the  communi- 
ty organization  which  are  part  of  an  urban  renewal  project 
may  provide  additional  advantages  for  the  location  of  public 
housing  in  the  project  area.  As  pointed  out  in  Report  I  a, 
from  the  standpoint  of  coordinating  development  schedules, 
the  best  time  for  the  selection  of  public  housing  sites  or 
structures  in  an  urban  renewal  project  area  is  in  the  last 
phase  of  the  Survey  and  Planning  stage. 
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2)  Public  housing  should  be  located  in  the  vicinity  of 
prospective  clearance  areas.  Public  housing  is  an  important 
relocation  resource.  Because  many  displaced  persons  want  to 
relocate  close  to  their  old  neighborhood,  public  housing  is 
most  useful  in  relocation  if  it  is  near  prospective  clearance 
areas  and  available  at  the  time  of  relocation. 

3)  Public  housing  construction,  rehabilitation  or  rent 
supplementation  should  be  used  as  a  catalyst  for  private  in- 
vestment in  housing  development.   In  blighted  neighborhoods 
suitable  for  rehabilitation  where  private  developers  are 
still  reluctant  to  invest  in  new  housing,  public  housing  in 
selected  locations  may  improve  the  neighborhood  so  that  it 
subsequently  becomes  attractive  for  private  investment. 

Conversely,  sites  or  areas  ready  for  new  or  rehabilitated 
private  housing  should  be  developed  privately  and  not  pre- 
empted for  public  housing.   The  City  is  in  need  of  new  tax- 
able private  housing  as  well  as  public,  and  few  enough  sites 
and  areas  are  available  and  attractive  to  private  developers. 
Furthermore,  with  eminent  domain  powers,  the  public  agency 
has  greater  leeway  in  site  selection  than  the  private 
developer.   Thus,  public  housing  should  stay  clear  of  sites 
and  areas  prime  for  private  housing  development. 
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4)  Additional  public  housing  development  in  one  district 
of  the  City  should  occur  in  balance  with  development  in  other 
parts  of  the  City.   No  district  should  pre-empt  most  of  the 
public  housing  allocation  available  at  any  one  time. 

Physical  quideposts 

5)  No  district  of  the  City  should  have  an  excessive  num- 
ber of  public  housing  units  in  order  to  maintain  a  balanced 
housing  inventory. 

For  the  purpose  of  allocating  the  prospective  1000  units, 
a  benchmark  is  needed.   Since  public  housing  now  constitutes 
6%  of  all  housing  in  the  City  (3%  of  all  housing  in  the 
metropolitan  area) ,  an  arbitrary  limit  of  10%  may  be  set  as 
the  maximum  proportion  of  public  units  in  any  district  of 
the  City,  unless  other  objectives  in  special  circumstances 
override  this  one.   (Further  analyses  will  be  made  in  Stage 
III  of  this  work  program  to  suggest  varying  roles  in  quantity 
of  public  housing  for  different  kinds  of  districts  in  the 
City:   the  regional  core,  the  core  fringe  districts,  and  the 
more  suburban  areas).  When  districts  of  the  City  already 
have  a  high  proportion  of  public  housing  (over  10%),  addi- 
tional public  housing  is  justified  only  to  diversify  the 
housing  stock  and  meet  special  housing  needs,  for  example, 
for  elderly  or  ij|  rent  supplemented  units. 
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6)  Public  housing  should  be  accessible  to  the  services 
and  facilities  required  by  its  tenants,  such  as  public  trans- 
portation, shopping,  amusement  areas  and  playgrounds,  employ- 
ment opportunities,  medical  and  welfare  services,  day  care 
centers,  vocational  training  and  rehabilitation,  and  so  forth. 
Accessibility  to  these  services  is  especially  important  to 
temporarily  and  permanently  incapacitated  tenants. 

Public  housing  can  make  its  contribution  to  the  Poverty 
Program  in  its  relation  to  these  rehabilitation  services  and 
in  the  tenant  self-organization  which  it  supports. 

In  terms  of  the  location  of  additional  public  housing 
units,  the  availability  of  services  will  tend  to  concentrate 
units  rather  than  disperse  them.   Since  these  services  are 
located  mainly  in  the  regional  core  and  along  its  fringes, 
a  policy  of  good  access  to  them  tends  to  the  clustering  of 
public  housing  there.  Thus,  a  slightly  higher  proportion  of 
public  units,  scattered  on  small  sites  amidst  private  housing, 
should  be  tolerated  within  or  on  the  fringes  of  the  regional 
core. 

7)  Public  housing,  like  private  housing,  should  be 
located  in  all  parts  of  the  City  suitable  for  residence. 
This  is  a  policy  of  scattered  sites. 
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All  kinds  of  public  housing  should  be  available  in  the 
City:   centrally- located  and  suburban;  new  housing  and  exist- 
ing housing;  high-rise  and  low-rise;  housing  in  heterogeneous 
and  in  homogeneous  neighborhoods.   By  providing  freedom  of 
choice,  the  acceptability  of  public  housing  to  potential 
tenants  is  enhanced;  and  the  possibility  of  meeting  the  varie- 
ty of  needs  for  a  "suitable  living  environment"  is  also 
greater. 

In  accordance  with  guideposts  of  higher  priority,  most 
if  not  all  of  the  immediate  allocation  of  1000  units  should 
be  utilized  in  renewal  areas,  to  support  the  City's  Develop- 
ment Program.   Later,  a  broader  dispersal  throughout  the  resi- 
dential areas  of  the  City,  especially  the  more  suburban  ones, 
should  be  encouraged. 

Social  Guideposts 

8)   Public  housing  should  be  located  in  areas  in  which 
there  is  likelihood  of  maintaining  a  racial  balance.   By 
Executive  Order  as  well  as  local  policy,  public  housing 
cannot  discriminate  racially  in  its  tenant  selection  and 
placement.   On  the  other  hand,  the  local  Authority  cannot 
force  a  family  to  live  where  it  does  not  choose  to.   (The 
family  may  prefer  the  freedom  of  choice  in  substandard 
housing.)   Certain  kinds  of  areas  in  the  City  may  be  more 
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likely  than  others  to  maintain  racial  balance  —  those  near 
a  city-wide  or  regional  facility,  those  near  an  outstanding 
amenity,  and  possibly  those  with  strong  historical  identity. 

It  should  be  noted  that  Negroes  constitute  an  increasing 
proportion  of  the  applicants  for  public  housing  in  Boston, 
from  roughly  10%  -  20%  two  or  three  years  ago  to  about  50% 
at  present.   If  public  housing  is  to  avoid  the  image  of 
being  Negro  housing  only,  it  must  continue  to  remain 
attractive  to  white  families  as  well. 

9)   Public  housing  should  be  located  in  communities  which 
accept  it  and  into  which  the  public  housing  tenant  will  want 
to  move.   Mutual  rejection  -  by  community  and  tenant  -  is  not 
good  for  either.  A  community  now  hostile  to  public  housing 
can  be  prepared  for  it  through  political  and  clerical  leader- 
ship; but  this  kind  of  preparation  should  precede  the 
announcement  of  a  selected  site.   If  public  housing  offers 
something  to  the  community  -  as  does  elderly  housing  or  the 
removal  of  a  small  pocket  of  blight  -  community  acceptance 
may  be  improved.  Also,  as  public  housing  takes  on  various 
physical  forms  -  rehabilitated  and  rent  supplemented  units 
as  well  as  small  attractive  new  projects  -  present  mis- 
conceptions and  fears  about  its  impact  may  disappear. 

10)   Public  housing  tenants  should  be  able  to  remain 
part  of  their  familiar  neighborhood.   Existing  ties  with 
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churches,  schools,  conimunity  groups,  stores,  friends  and 
neighbors  are  important  especially  to  the  elderly  but  also 
to  families. 

Furthermore,  upward  mobility  for  low-income  families  can 
be  encouraged  by  proximity  to  the  next  higher  socio-economic 
class  where  contact  is  feasible  and  natural.  Placing  "poor" 
people  in  isolated  pockets  among  "rich"  is  likely  to  augment 
rather  than  reduce  their  sense  of  social  isolation. 

These  factors  support  the  policy  of  scattering  public 
housing,  but  in  the  middle  rather  than  the  high-income 
neighborhoods  of  the  City,  and  in  the  case  of  the  elderly, 
in  areas  where  they  now  live.   A  scattered  site  policy  is 
not  one  of  random  dispersal. 

This  policy  does  not  suggest,  however,  that  it  is  desir- 
able to  entrench  further  low- income,  elderly,  or  "problem" 
families  in  areas  which  are  tending  away  from  the  population 
diversity  needed  or  possible  in  the  particular  location. 

The  above  ten  guideposts  are  intended  to  guide  the  dis- 
tribution of  additional  public  housing  units  in  the  City. 
The  order  of  priority,  specifically  suggesting  as  highest 
priority  support  of  the  City's  current  Development  Program, 
is  intended  for  the  allocation  of  the  1000  units  which  the 
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Housing  Authority  expects  to  have  available  for  distribution 
this  year.  This  order  of  priority  may  change  for  future  al- 
locations. 

Other  criteria  are  required  and  have  been  developed  for 
the  selection  of  specific  sites  within  residential  neighbor- 
hoods for  various  types  of  public  housing,  new  family  and/or 
new  elderly  projects  or  rehabilitated  and  rent  supplemented 
units.   These  are  presented  in  Appendix  E. 

III.   Population  Characteristics  by  District 

Certain  of  the  guideposts  listed  in  Section  II  suggest 
that  some  kinds  of  living  areas  with  certain  population 
characteristics  are  more  suitable  than  others  for  the  loca- 
tion of  new  public  housing.   Specifically,  the  following 
guideposts  refer  to  population  characteristics. 

#8  -  In  order  to  maintain  racially  integrated  public 
housing,  projects  should  be  located  in  neighbor- 
hoods which  are  likely  to  remain  integrated  over 
time. 
#10  -  It  is  desirable  to  locate  family  projects  in  middle- 
income  neighborhoods;  and  to  enable  elderly  to  re- 
main in  their  familiar  neighborhood. 
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Thus,  an  analysis  of  income,  age,  and  racial  composition  in 
various  districts  of  the  City  is  appropriate  in  order  to  guide 
the  distribution  of  additional  public  units. 

This  analysis,  in  addition  to  that  in  Section  IV,  is  sum- 
marized and  correlated  for  each  district  on  Table  I  at  the 
beginning  of  Section  V,  page  36,   below. 

A.   INCOME 

The  charts  in  Appendix  B  compare  the  income  distribution 
of  each  district  with  that  of  the  City  as  a  whole.   Three 
groupings  may  be  distinguished: 

1)  Districts  with  a  large  proportion  of  high- income 

families  (over  $10,000): 

Back  Bay 
West  Roxbury 

2)  Districts  with  an  income-distribution  similar  to 

or  slightly  higher  than  the  City's  average: 

Brighton 
Dorchester 
Hyde  Park 
Jamaica  Plain 
Orient  Heights 
Roslindale 

3)  Districts  with  a  considerably  lower  income  distribu- 
tion than  the  City's  average: 

Charlestown 

Downtown 

Downtown  North 

East  Boston 

Parker  Hill-Fenway 

Roxbury- North  Dorchester 

South  Boston 

South  End 
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In  order  to  encourage  the  upward  mobility  of  low- income 
families,  the  location  of  new  public  units  in  essentially 
middle- income  neighborhoods  is  desirable. 

Public  housing  in  the  high- income  districts  -  Back  Bay 
and  West  Roxbury  -  would  be  acceptable  provided  it  could  be 
located  in  middle- income  surroundings  in  order  to  preclude 
a  feeling  of  social  and  economic  isolation. 

The  third  group  of  low- income  neighborhoods  also  may 
warrant  some  public  housing  because  of  other  favorable  con- 
ditions, e.g.  urban  renewal  project;  but  the  permanent  addi- 
tion of  large  numbers  of  low- income  persons  to  these  dis- 
tricts should  be  avoided  in  order  to  ensure  the  continued 
vitality  of  these  areas  and  to  achieve  a  stronger  population 
balance. 

B.   AGE 

The  age  composition  of  a  district  is  relevant  to  the 
location  of  elderly  public  housing  because  it  is  considered 
desirable  to  enable  elderly  persons  to  remain  in  their 
familiar  neighborhoods. 
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Districts  in  the  City  ranked  as  follows  in  1960  in  the 

per  cent  of  total  population  aged  65  and  over: 

Per  Cent 

Back  Bay 
Downtown 
South  End 
Downtown  North 
Parker  Hill-Fenway 
Brighton 
Roslindale 
Jamaica  Plain 

City  as  a  whole 12.3 

West  Roxbury  12.3 

Dorchester  12.0 

South  Boston  11.5 

Roxbury- North  Dorchester  10. 3 

East  Boston  10.2 

Charlestown  9.9 

Orient  Heights  9.7 

Hyde  Park  9.4 

The  attraction  of  living  areas  in  the  regional  core  for 
old  people  is  apparent. 

Between  1950  and  1960  the  per  cent  of  older  people  in  the 
City  increased  2.6%,  from  9.7%  to  12.3%.   The  following  dis- 
tricts increased  in  elderly  more  than  the  City  as  a  whole: 

Downtown  North  5.5% 

South  Boston  4.4% 

South  End  4.2% 

Downtown  3.3% 

Brighton  3.4% 

East  Boston  3.3% 
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The  above  data  suggest  that  from  the  standpoint  of  serving 

the  elderly  where  they  now  live,  the  following  districts 

should  be  considered  for  new  elderly  housing,  other  factors 

notwithstanding : 

Back  Bay 
Downtown  >/ 
South  End 
Downtown  North 

None  of  these  have  any  elderly  projects  now.   In  addition, 

the  following  districts  should  be  considered  for  new  elderly 

housing  for  the  reasons  stated: 

Parker  Hill-Fenway:   high  proportion  of  elderly;  no 
elderly  projects  now;  proximity  to  medical  facilities. 

Roslindale:  high  proportion  of  elderly;  no  elderly 
projects  now;  low  proportion  of  public  housing; 
adequate  services  and  transportation. 

C.   RACIAL  COMPOSITION 

Guidepost  #8  states  that  in  order  to  maintain  integration 
in  public  housing  new  projects  should  be  located  in  areas 
which  are  likely  to  remain  racially  integrated  over  time. 
Basically  this  means  avoiding  the  main  corridor  of  Negro 
migration  in  the  City.  As  the  1940,  1950,  and  1960  census 
show  the  Negro  population  in  the  City  has  expanded  from  the 
South  End  through  Roxbury  into  Grove  Hall.   The  relocation 
of  non-white  persons  from  Castle  Square  and  Washington  Park 
indicates  that  the  movement  is  extending  down  Blue  Hill 
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Avenue  towards  Mattapan.   (See  Map,  Appendix  C) .   It  is  con- 
fined at  present  in  an  east-west  direction  by  the  Midland 
Branch  of  the  New  Haven  R.  R.  on  the  east  and  the  main 
branch  on  the  west.   This  corridor  was  previously  and  is 
largely  still  occupied  by  Jewish  persons.   In  other  cities, 
e.g.  Baltimore,  a  pattern  of  Negro  expansion  into  formerly 
Jewish  neighborhoods  has  also  been  apparent. 

For  the  location  of  additional  public  housing,  this  pat- 
tern means  that  it  is  desirable  to  locate  new  projects  out- 
side this  main  movement  corridor,  other  factors  notwith- 
standing. 

The  following  areas  lie  in  this  corridor: 

-  southern  portion  of  the  South  End 

-  most  of  Roxbury-North  Dorchester 

-  western  portion  of  Dorchester 

-  northern  portion  of  Jamaica  Plain 

IV.   Existing  Distribution  of  Public  Housing 

The  existing  distribution  of  public  housing  is  signifi- 
cant for  future  allocations  among  districts  of  the  City 
because  guidepost  #5  above  states  that  no  district  should 
have  an  excessive  proportion  of  its  total  housing  stock  in 
public  units.   Furthermore,  guidepost  #7  suggests  that  pub- 
lic housing  should  be  scattered  in  all  parts  of  the  City 
suitable  for  residence. 
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Where  in  the  City  are  the  14,000  existing  public  housing 
units  now  located?  Several  features  stand  out: 

1)   The  distribution  of  public  units  is  very  uneven  among 
districts  of  the  City.   In  some  neighborhoods  it  is  a  sizable 
proportion  of  the  total  housing  stock;  in  others  there  is  no 
public  housing  at  all.   Specifically,  districts  rank  as  fol- 
lows in  the  proportion  of  the  total  housing  stock  that  is  in 
public  housing,  family  and  elderly  units. 


%   of 

Total  Stock 

in 

Total  No. 

Public  Housing 

Family 

Elderly 

Hsq  Units* 
14,549 

Units 

Units 

Combined 

South  Boston 

19.6 

1.6 

21.2 

Charlestown 

6,443 

18.0 

0 

18.0 

Jamaica  Plain 

12,550 

9.0 

1.5 

10.5 

Orient  Heights 

12,007 

10.0 

0 

10.0 

Parker  Hill- Fenway 

18,145 

8.8 

0 

8.8 

Dorchester 

47,111 

5.5 

0.9 

6.4 

Roslindale 

10,865 

5.2 

0 

5.2 

South  End 

20,310 

4.3 

0.5 

4.8 

Brighton 

23,430 

3.8 

0.6 

4.4 

Roxbury-N.  Dorchester  27,643 

3.5 

0.6 

4.1 

East  Boston 

10,862 

3.8 

0 

3.8 

Hyde  Park 

9,725 

2.0 

1.0 

3.0 

Back  Bay 

9,464 

0 

0 

0 

Downtown 

3,109 

0 

0 

0 

Downtown  North 

10,214 

0 

0 

0 

West  Roxbury 

7,561 

0 

0 

0 

*1960  U.  S.  Census 
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2)  Elderly  housing,  which  is  a  relatively  new  program, 
has  been  well  dispersed  within  districts,  but  existing  and 
planned  projects  are  also  concentrated  in  seven  districts. 

District  Number  of  Units 

Dorchester  410  (6  projects) 

South  Boston  223  (3  projects) 

Jamaica  Plain  192  (3  projects) 

Roxbury-N.  Dorchester    166  (2  projects) 

Brighton  136  (2  projects) 

Hyde  Park  96  (2  projects) 

South  End  92  (1  project) 

9  Districts  —  0  units,  0  projects 

3)  There  is  a  strong  concentration  of  public  housing  on 
the  southern  edge  of  the  regional  core.  A  swath  of  the  City 
extending  about  one  mile  north- south  and  four  miles  east-west 
from  Huntington  Avenue  to  Dorchester  Bay  (primarily  Lower 
Roxbury  and  the  western  part  of  South  Boston)  contains  63%  of 
the  City's  public  housing  units  but  only  10%  of  the  City's 
land  area.   In  an  east-west  direction  this  swath  is  interrupted 
only  by  the  industrial  area  in  the  South  Bay.   The  great  bulk 
of  these  units  are  federally-aided  family  units. 

4)  With  one  or  two  exceptions,  federally-aided  family 
projects  are  concentrated  within  one  to  three  miles  from  down- 
town  in  the  poorer  neighborhoods  of  the  City.   Those  public 
projects  which  are  dispersed  in  the  outlying  sections  of  the 
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Citv  are  either  state-aided  veterans  or  elderly  housing. 
This  pattern  can  be  explained  by  two  factors:   (1)   the 
federal  program  was  initially  conceived  as  a  program  of  slum 
replacement,  one  sound  unit  constructed  for  one  deteriorated 
unit  demolished.   This  contributed  to  their  location  in 
deteriorating  neighborhoods.   (2)   State-aided  veterans  and 
elderly  housing  have  been  accepted  by  neighborhoods  when 
federally- aided  family  housing  has  not,  perhaps  because  the 
latter  is  associated  with  problem  families,  the  "undeserving" 
poor,  while  veterans  and  senior  citizens  are  considered 
"deserving". 

What  does  the  existing  distribution  suggest  for  further 
allocations?  How  will  existing  projects  fare  in  the  future? 

1)   The  present  concentration  of  public  housing  in  South 
Boston  and  Lower  Roxbury  suggests  that  future  projects  should 
be  located  in  areas  where  there  are  none  (or  few)  now. 
Further  concentration  in  the  low- income  sections  of  the  City 
which  are  now  overloaded  with  public  housing  should  be 
avoided,  and  an  effort  should  be  made  to  find  suitable  sites 
in  middle- income  neighborhoods. 
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2)   The  concentration  of  federal  projects  in  Lower  Rox- 
bury  (i.e.  Mission  Hill  Extension,  Whittier  Street,  Camden 
Street,  Orchard  Park  projects)  may  become  the  predominant 
housing  in  the  area  after  the  construction  of  the  Inner  Belt 
and  the  consequent  shift  of  nearby  land  uses  to  non- 
residential development.   The  population  in  Lower  Roxbury 
has  been  thinning  out  due  to  the  deterioration  of  structures. 
In  the  future  the  centrality  and  accessibility  of  this  area 
will  make  it  attractive  for  institutional,  commercial  and 
industrial  uses.   It  will  be  difficult  to  maintain  an  en- 
vironment suitable  for  family  life;  and  public  housing 
projects  will  increasingly  be  islands  amidst  non-residential 
development. 

A  partial  solution  to  this  may  be  eventually  to  turn 
some  of  these  public  projects  over  to  other  uses,  e.g. 
nurses  and  staff  housing  for  medical  centers. 

In  other  parts  of  the  City  also,  the  concentration  of 
units  suggests  that  as  legal  tools  become  available,  future 
disposition  of  buildings  or  entire  projects  to  private 
owners  (present  tenants,  a  cooperative  or  other  sponsor) 
should  be  considered.   This  would  be  especially  desirable 
in  areas  which  now  have  a  high  proportion  of  public  housing 
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but  in  which  new  residential  construction  for  low  and  middle- 
income  persons  is  needed  and  yet  the  private  market  is  still 
slow,  (for  example,  Charlestown,  South  Boston,  Parker  Hill). 
Specific  means  of  disposing  units  and  recommendations  as  to 
where  this  should  occur  will  be  examined  in  the  last  CRP 
phase  of  the  public  housing  work  program. 

3)   If  10%  of  the  current  total  housing  stock  is  accepted 
as  an  arbitrary  maximum  for  any  district  of  the  City,  then 
the  following  number  of  public  housing  units  could  be  added. 
As  indicated  under  "Comments",  exceptions  and  special  types 
may  be  appropriate  in  overloaded  districts  to  balance  the 
housing  stock  or  support  urban  renewal  efforts.   Specific 
proposals  and  recommendations  for  each  district  are  made  in 
the  next  Section  V. 
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Area 


Public  Units  that 
could  be  added  up 
to  10%  limit 


Comments 


South  Boston 


None 


Charles town 


None 


Some  elderly  rent 
suppleme nt ,    and 
rehab  units  war- 
ranted to  sup- 
port renewal, 
provide  reloca- 
tion resource. 


Jamaica  Plain 


None 


Some  rent  supple- 
ment or  rehab 
units  acceptable 
since  existing 
units  mainly  con- 
centrated in  NE 
section. 


Orient  Heights 

None 

Few  rent  suppl. 

or 

rehab  units 

ace 

:eptable 

Parker  Hill-Fenway 

Up  to  300 

— 

Downtown 

Up  to  300^ 

— 

Back  Bay 

between  500-1000 

— 

Downtown  North 

between  500-1000 

wmmm 

South  End 

between  500-1000 



East  Boston 

between  500-1000 

MOT 

Hyde  Park 

between  500-1000 

— 

Roslindale 

between  500-1000 

— 

West  Roxbury 

between  500-1000 

— 

Brighton 

between  1000-1500 

■MOB 

Dorchester 

between  1000-1500 



Roxbury- N.  Dorchester 

between  1000-1500 

, 
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V.   Proposed  Distribution  of  1000  Units 

In  this  section  the  distribution  of  1000  additional 
public  housing  units  in  Boston  will  be  proposed.   This  dis- 
tribution is  based  on  the  following  considerations: 

A)  The  existing  limitations  and  possibilities  of  the 
public  housing  program  are  accepted — building  types,  admin- 
istration, social  services,  legal  bases,  etc.   The  National 
Housing  Act  of  1964  does  not  alter  the  types  of  public  hous- 
ing currently  available. 

B)  The  Boston  Housing  Authority  has  requested,  with 
City  Council  approval,  authorization  for  1000  additional 
units  from  the  federal  Public  Housing  Administration.   It  is 
assumed  that  this  request  will  be  approved  by  PHA. 

In  the  request,  a  preliminary  allocation  of  the  1000 
units  was  made  to  750  elderly  and  250  family  units.   This 
allocation  is  flexible,  however.   Because  of  the  extent  of 
family  displacement  in  urban  renewal,  it  is  probably 
desirable  to  increase  the  number  of  family  units  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  elderly.   The  precise  desirable  allocation 
between  family  and  elderly  cannot  be  determined  until  the 
quantitative  work  on  need  and  demand  has  been  carried  out 
in  the  second  phase  of  this  work  program.   The  ranges  pro- 
posed in  the  following  distribution  of  units  would  fit 
alternative  programs. 
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a)  250  family  units,  750  elderly 

b)  500  family  units,  500  elderly 

Rehabilitation  units  will  be  included  as  part  of  the  1000 
unit  authorization  either  as  family  or  elderly  units,  whereas 
rent  supplemented  units  will  continue  to  be  available  only  as 
special  demonstration  projects  applied  for  separately  in  each 
case.   The  extent  of  the  rehabilitation  program  in  the  1000^, 
units  will  depend  in  good  part  on  the  success  of  current  re- 
habilitation efforts  by  BHA.   No  quantitative  assumption  or 
allocation  with  respect  to  this  is  made  here,  although  dis- 
tricts likely  to  be  suitable  for  rehabilitation  units  are 
noted.   Rehabilitation  units  up  to  now  have  been  primarily  for 
large  families,  but  these  may  in  the  future  be  designed  for 
elderly  as  well. 

C)   The  proposals  below  suggest  a  range  of  units  for  each 
district  of  the  City.   The  precise  number  will  depend  on  the 
size  and  availability  of  sites.   Standards  for  site  selection 
for  family  and  elderly  housing  and  for  rehabilitation  struc- 
tures are  included  as  Appendix  E.   With  respect  to  site  size, 
the  following  recommendations  are  made?  these  are  based 
primarily  on  current  practice  in  the  case  of  elderly  projects 
and  on  desirable  practice  in  the  case  of  family  projects  (none 
have  been  built  since  1954) . 
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Elderly  project: 

-  40  to  100  units  in  one  location 

-  two- story  or  high-rise 

-  0.8  to  2.5  acre  site;  about  30,000  to  100,000 
square  feet 

-  density:   40  D.U./net  res.  ac.  for  two- story: 
80  D.U./net  res.  ac.  for  high-rise 

-  appropriate  dwelling  type  and  density  depend 
on  surrounding  neighborhood.   (BHA.  has  to  con- 
form to  zoning  ordinance.) 


Family  project: 

-  20  to  100  units  in  one  location  (minimum  no.  of 
units  in  one  location  may  be  less  than  20; 
specific  site  proposed  would  have  to  be  discussed 
with  BHA.) 

-  duplex  or  three  or  four- story  maisonette  walk-up; 

-  no  high-rise  elevator  building. 

-  0.8  to  4.0  acre  site;  about  40,000  to  180,000 
square  feet. 

-  density:   15-30  D.U./net  res.  acre 

-  appropriate  dwelling  type  and  density  depend 
on  surrounding  neighborhood.   (BHA  has  to  con- 
form to  zoning  ordinance.) 


D)   The  distribution  proposed  below  is  based  on  the  pre- 
ceding analyses  in  this  report,  namely,  of  population  charac- 
teristics in  districts,  of  the  existing  distribution  of  pub- 
lic housing,  and  most  important,  on  the  priority  of  the 
guideposts  described  in  Section  II.   These  factors  are  sum- 
marized in  the  following  table.   They  form  the  basis  for  the 
proposals  for  each  district: 
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Proposed  distribution: 

Back  Bay;   0  units 

No  units  are  proposed  for  the  Back  Bay  because: 

1)  no  urban  renewal  project  is  anticipated  and  costs 
are  high. 

2)  it  is  a  high  income  (and  student)  area  and  the 
social  integration  of  low  income  families  would 
be  difficult. 

3)  elderly  housing  would  be  acceptable,  but  the  im- 
mediately available  allocation  is  better  used  else- 
where; rehabilitation  of  existing  structures  for 
elderly  use  should  be  considered  from  future 
authorisations . 

Brighton:   0  units 

No  additional  public  housing  is  recommended  at  this  time 
because  of  priorities  elsewhere;  however,  the  district  is 
acceptable  for  additional  family  or  elderly  units  in  future 
authorizations. 

Charlestown:   100-150  elderly  units 

10-50  family  units  (rehabilitation) 
Despite  the  high  proportion  of  public  housing  in  Charles- 
town  now,  some  additional  units  are  proposed  because: 

1)   The  urban  renewal  project  will  make  suitable 
sites  available  at  a  write-down 
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2)  the  community  wants  elderly  public  housing  and 
it  is  part  of  the  urban  renewal  plan 

3)  the  low-income  population  which  wants  to  remain 
in  Charlestown  will  need  units  within  their  rent- 
paying  ability 

4)  public  rehabilitation  units  can  act  as  a  stimulus 
to  private  action 


Dorchester:   0  units 

No  additional  units  are  proposed  now  because  of  priorities 
elsewhere.   In  future  authorizations  Dorchester  is  an  accept- 
able district,  however,  for  more  elderly  or  family  units 
especially  in  the  eastern  portion  which  is  outside  the  main 
corridor  of  Negro  migration  and  has  little  public  housing  at 
present. 

Downtown:   50-100  elderly  units 

The  South  Cove  is  the  only  living  area  in  Downtown  suit- 
able for  public  housing  and  it  is  especially  suitable  for 
elderly  because  of  the  proximity  of  Tufts  Medical  Center  and 
of  downtown  facilities.   The  South  Cove  urban  renewal  project 
la  likely  to  be  in  execution  by  1966  and  an  allocation  of 
elderly  units  to  this  area  is  proposed. 
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Downtown  North:   0  units 

The  Waterfront  Project  is  the  only  renewal  project 
anticipated  in  Downtown  North  which  includes  residential 
use.   Rent  supplementation  outside  the  1000  unit  authorization 
may  be  feasible  in  some  of  the  221(d) 3  units  proposed  in  this 
project.   Elderly  units  would  also  be  acceptable  in  any  resi- 
dential area  in  the  district;  however,  because  of  priorities 
elsewhere  and  because  they  are  not  indicated  in  the  approved 
Waterfront  Urban  Renewal  Plan,  none  are  proposed  here  at 
present. 

East  Boston:   0  units 

No  additional  public  housing  units  are  proposed  because 
East  Boston  is  not  expected  to  have  a  renewal  project  in  the 
near  future  and  because  of  priorities  elsewhere;  nonethe- 
less, East  Boston  will  be  acceptable  for  additional  elderly 
or  family  units  in  future  authorizations. 

HVde- Park:   0  units 

No  allocation  is  proposed  for  this  district  now  because 

i 

of  priorities  elsewhere.   Hyde  Park  is  acceptable,  however, 
for  new  family  or  elderly  units  from  future  authorizations. 
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Jamaica  Plain;   10-50  family  units 

Jamaica  Plain  has  a  high  proportion  of  public  housing 
units  now?  however,  they  are  mainly  concentrated  in  the 
north-east  corner  on  Heath  Street.   Some  additional  units  in 
the  central  or  eastern  portion  are  acceptable  and  proposed 
as  part  of  an  urban  renewal  project.   These  may  well  be  re- 
habilitation rather  than  new  family  units.   Limited  rent 
supplementation,  outside  the  1000  unit  authorization,  would 
also  be  acceptable  in  new  221(d) 3  housing  in  the  central  or 
eastern  portion  of  the  district. 

Orient  Heights;   0  units 

No  allocation  is  proposed  for  Orient  Heights  because  the 
existing  proportion  of  public  units  is  high,  and  because  of 
priorities  elsewhere. 

Parker  Hill- Fenway;   50-100  elderly  units 

The  proximity  of  medical  facilities,  good  transportation, 
the  open  Fenway  area,  and  the  large  Mission  Hill  Church  make 
the  Parker  Hill-Fenway  area  a  suitable  location  for  elderly 
housing.  Although  the  timing  of  an  urban  renewal  project  in 
this  area  has  not  yet  been  determined,  it  is  nonetheless 
proposed  to  locate  one  or  two  elderly  projects  here  now. 
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Roxburv- North  Dorchester :   100-150  elderly  units 

150-200  family  units 

This  area  now  has  the  Washington  Park  project  in  execution; 
additional  renewal  projects  are  anticipated  in  the  near  future. 
Public  housing  should  be  an  important  relocation  resource  and 
a  support  to  other  new  development  in  the  area.  Because  of 
the  need  for  low-rent  housing  in  Roxbury-North  Dorchester 
additional  units  are  proposed  although  there  are  several 
factors  against  it,  namely,  lack  of  racial  balance,  low- 
income  population,  and  low  proportion  of  elderly.   It  is 
expected  that  some  of  the  family  units  will  be  in  rehabili- 
tated structures.  Rent  supplementation  in  new  housing,  in 
addition  to  that  already  occurring,  may  also  be  appropriate. 

The  specific  allocation  of  the  above  proposed  units 
between  the  Washington  Park  project  and  other  renewal 
projects  should  depend  partly  on  the  availability  of  suitable 
sites.   In  any  case,  the  northern  portion  of  Roxbury-North 
Dorchester  should  be  avoided  because  of  the  existing  concen- 
tration of  public  units  there;  furthermore,  the  additional 
units  should  be  scattered  throughout  the  district  to  avoid 
new  identifiable  public  housing  enclaves. 
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Roslindale:   0  units 

No  allocation  is  proposed  for  this  district  because  of 
priorities  elsewhere.   Roslindale  is  acceptable,  however,  for 
new  family  or  elderly  units  from  future  authorizations. 

South  Boston:   0  units 

No  allocation  is  proposed  for  this  district  because  of 
priorities  elsewhere  and  because  of  the  very  high  proportion 
of  public  units,  both  elderly  and  family,  in  South  Boston  now. 
Thus  this  area  should  not  be  considered  for  more  units  from 
future  authorizations  until  means  for  the  disposition  of  some 
of  the  existing  units  to  private  owners  become  available. 


South  End:   200-250  elderly  units 
80-150  family  units 

New  public  housing  is  proposed  here  because: 

1)  the  advantages  of  centrality  and  good  access  to 
services  and  facilities  are  likely  to  ensure  that 
the  South  End  will  remain  integrated. 

2)  these  same  advantages  make  the  South  End  attractive 
to  and  appropriate  for  elderly  persons  and  for  new 
in-migrants  to  the  City  and  other  temporarily  handi- 
capped persons.  Xteny  of  these  types  of  persons  live 
there  now. 

3)  The  South  End  is  expected  to  be  an  urban  renewal 
project  in  1965  and  public  housing  can  support  other 
new  development.   Furthermore,  unavoidable  displace- 
ment will  require  public  housing  as  a  relocation  re- 
source, and  the  renewal  process  will  provide  benefits 
to  BHA. 
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4)   The  South  End  does  not  have  an  excessively  high 

percent  of  public  housing  now?  nor  will  the  proposed 
units  raise  the  proportion  unduly. 

It  is  anticipated  that  a  considerable  portion  of  the  pro- 
posed allocation  will  be  in  rehabilitation  units. 

West  Roxbury;   0  units 

No  allocation  is  proposed  for  this  district  because  of 
priorities  elsewhere.  West  Roxbury  is  acceptable,  however, 
for  nev;  family  units  from  future  authorizations. 


SUMMARY:   PROPOSED  ALLOCATION 

Current  Authorization 
(1000  units) 


Family 


Elderly 


Acceptable  for 
Subsequent 
Autho  r  i  z  a t  ions 


Back  Bay  0 

Brighton  0 

Charlestown  10-50 
Dorchester  0 

Downtown  0 

Downtown  North  0 

East  Boston  0 

Hyde  Park  0 

Jamaica  Plain  10-50 
Orient  Heights  0 

Parker  Hill-Fenway       0 
Roxbury-N.  Dorchester  150-250 


Roslindale 

South  Boston 
South  End 

West  Roxbury 
TOTAL 


0 
80-150 


250-500 


0 

for  elderly 

0 

for  family  or 

elderly 

100-150 

no 

0 

for  family  or 

elderly 

50-100 

no 

0 

for  elderly 

0 

for  family  or 

elderly 

0 

for  family  or 

elderly 

0 

few  family 

0 

few  family 

50-100 

for  elderly 

100-150 

for  family  or 

elderly 

0 

for  family  or 

elderly 

0 

no 

200-250 

for  family  or 

elderly 

0 

for  family 

500-750 
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VI.   Review  of  Possible  Sites  and  Outstanding  Urban  Renewal 
Project  Proposals 


A.   Review  of  Possible  Sites 

In  1964,  the  staff  of  the  Boston  Housing  Authority 
submitted  informally  to  the  BRA  for  evaluation  sites  under 
consideration  for  public  housing  development.   The  sites 
have  been  rated  on  their  individual  merit  and  suitability 
for  family  or  elderly  housing;  on  their  effect  on  the  devel- 
opment of  a  better  distributed,  more  varied  system  of  public 
housing;  on  the  possibility  of  developing  them  in  coordina- 
tion with  renewal  activity  and  the  Boston  Development  Program; 
and  on  their  conformity  to  the  proposed  distribution  des- 
cribed in  the  previous  Section  V.   Specifically,  each  site 
was  judged  according  to  the  ten  guideposts  described  in 
Section  II  above. 

The  BRA  staff  also  reviewed  the  preliminary  number  of 

units  suggested  for  each  site  by  BHA  staff.   Standards  used 

in  review  were  as  follows: 

7  story  elderly  buildings  80  d.u./net  res.  area 
2  story  elderly  buildings  40  d.u./net  res.  area 
2-3  story  family  buildings     25-30  d.u./net  res.  area 

(except  for  outlying  areas,  e.g.  West  Roxbury;  then 
15  d.u./n.r.a.) 
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Of  the  38  sites  referred  for  evaluation, 

5  are  recommended  for  development  now. 
4  for  elderly  housing 
1  for  family  housing 


tions. 


14  are  acceptable  for  development  from  future  alloca- 

1  for  either  elderly  or  family  housing 

4  for  elderly  housing 
9  for  family  housing 

7  are  marginally  acceptable  for  future  development. 

5  for  elderly  housing 

2  for  family  housing. 

19  are  unacceptable  or  unavailable. 

13  for  either  elderly  or  family  housing 
5  for  elderly  housing 
1  for  family  housing 

A  table  summarizing  this  site  review  follows.   Sites 
were  rated  as  recommended,  acceptable,  marginally  acceptable, 
and  unavailable  or  unacceptable;  each  rating  was  applied  to 
family  and  elderly  units.   Only  the  "recommended"  sites  were 
considered  suitable  for  immediate  development  from  the 
forthcoming  1000  unit  authorization  in  accordance  with  the 
priorities  set  in  Section  II  above.  Most  of  the  "acceptable" 
sites  should  be  considered  for  future  authorizations.  The 
"marginally  acceptable"  mainly  depend  on  decisions  regarding 
surrounding  development  such  as  expressway  locations.   The 
"unacceptable"  are  not  likely  to  be  suitable  for  housing  in 
the  future. 

More  detailed  comments  on  each  site  are  included  as 
Appendix  F. 
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SITE  EVALUATION:   SUMMARY  TABLE 
(Number  equals  approximate  units  recommended  by  BRA) 


District 
and  Site 


Recommended  Acceptable  Marginally ! Unacceptable 
Nov        Later    Acceptable-    or 

Later   Unavailable 


Eld. 


Fam  Eld 


Fam  Eld 


Fam  Eld 


Fam 


Brighton 

1.  Hobart  Sch. 


30 


25 


Charles town 

2.  Bunker  Hill 
&  Tremont  St 

3.  Hunter  St. 
Playground 

4.  Elm  Street 


X 

X 


X 

X 


Dorchester 

5.  Carson  St 

6.  Hecht  House 

7.  Wales  St 

8.  Norwell  St 

9.  Savin  Hill 
(Deer  St) 


90 


80 

30 

55   80 


70 


50 


Downtown  North 
iO.  Hanover  & 
Harris  St. 


60 


East  Boston 
No  sites 


Hyde  Park 
11.  Sunny side  St. 


25 


X 


Jamaica  Plain 

12.  Elm  St 

13.  Green  St 

14.  Everett  St 

Orient  Heights 

15.  Saratoga  St 

16.  Harbor  View 


30  ;  50 


i  40 
'     70 


X 
X 


X 
X 
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District 
and  Site 


Recommended  Acceptable  Marginally;  Unacceptable 

Nov;        Later  '„   Acceptable!     or 

Later   ; Unavailable 


100 


Eld 

Parker  Hill- 
Fenway 

17.  Queensbury  St) 

18.  Kilmarnock  St) 

19 .  Peterborough  ) 
Street       ) 

20.  Park  Drive 

21.  Tavern  Road 

22.  Tremont  & 
Burney  Sts 

Roxbury- No r th 
Dorchester 

23.  Madison  Park 

24.  Vernon-Cabot 
Streets 

25.  Vernon- Kent 
Streets 

26.  Orchard  Park 

27.  Dudley-Warren 
Streets        ,, 

28.  Walnut  Park 

29.  Egleston  Square  160 


100 


South  End 

30.  Tremont- Dedham) 
Streets       ) 

31.  Shawmut  Ave.-  ) 
W.  Dedham  Sts  ) 

32.  W.  Brookline-  ) 
W.  Canton  Sts  ) 

33.  Tremont- Rutland 
Streets        j 

34.  W.  Newton- 

W.  Rutland  Sq.    80 

35.  Camden-Lenox 
Streets        ; 


Fam  Eld 


Fam  Eld 


Fam : Eld 


50 


90 


25 


X 

X 


X 


X 


Fam 


X 
X 


X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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District 
and  Site 


West  Roxbury 

36.  4059  Wash- 
ington St. 

37.  Washington 

&  Simson  Sts 

38.  5151  Washing- 
ton St. 


Recommended  |]  Acceptable 
Wow        Later 


Eld 


Fam  I  Eld 


Fam 

40 

40 


Marginally'  Unacceptable 
Acceptable!     or 

Later   Unavailable 


Eld 


100 


25  !  55 


Fam  Eld 


X 


I 


Fam 


TOTAL  NO.  OF 
UNITS 


420 


30   280 


375  .  405 


1201 
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B.   Review  of  Outstanding  Urban  Renewal  Project  Proposals 
in  the  past  year  or  two  the  BRA  staff  responsible 
for  preparing  renewal  plans  for  three  areas  in  the  City  have 
made  proposals  for  the  location  of  new  or  rehabilitated  pub- 
lic housing  within  their  specific  area.   These  proposals 
were  based  on  considerations  within  the  project  area,  for 
example,  apparent  need,  design  considerations,  community 
attitude.   The  proposals  did  not  take  into  account  the  total 
number  of  units  which  would  be  available  to  the  City  nor  the 
priority  among  projects. 

The  project  proposals  for  Washington  Park,  Charles- 
town,  and  the  South  End  are  reviewed  here  in  light  of  the 
previous  discussion.  Sections  II-V.   It  is  recommended  that 
at  the  appropriate  time,  project  proposals  be  modified  to 
reflect  the  considerations  and  allocations  presented  in  this 
report. 

1)   Washington  Park  (Roxbury- North  Dorchester) 

The  Washington  Park  Project,  now  in  execution,  is 
one  of  several  projects  anticipated  in  the  Roxbury-North 
Dorchester  GNRP.   Presented  below  are  the  existing  and 
proposed  number  of  public  housing  units  in  Washington  Park 
and  Roxbury-North  Dorchester.   (Figures  in  Roxbury-North 
Dorchester  exclude  Washington  Park.) 
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Elderly 

Family  (incl. 
rehabilitation) 

Rent  Supple- 
mentation 


Existing 

or 
Committed 

Wash  Rox- 
Park  MUD. 

166   0 


0  974 


40   0 


Project 
Proposal 


Wash 
Park 


Rox- 

N.D. 


412 


Recommended 
Allocation 
(both  areas) 


100-150 


150-250 


40 


The  above  table  suggests  that  the  type  and  number  of  units 
proposed  for  the  Washington  Park  project  is  not  in  line  either 
with  the  number  likely  to  be  available  to  the  area  in  view  of 
the  City's  total  authorization  or  with  a  policy  of  balancing 
housing  types  within  neighborhoods.  Altogether  from  250  to  400 
public  housing  units,  both  elderly  and  family,  have  been  allo- 
cated from  the  forthcoming  authorization  to  the  entire  GNRP. 
It  seems  unreasonable  to  concentrate  this  allocation  entirely 
within  the  Washington  Park  project.  The  final  determination 
as  to  location  within  the  Project  or  remainder  of  the  GNRP 
must  reflect  the  availability  of  suitable  sites. 

Furthermore,  the  project  proposal  is  for  elderly  units 
only.   This  is  out  of  balance  with  the  type  of  housing  need 
that  may  be  anticipated  in  the  project  or  in  the  GNRP,  now  and 
in  the  long  run.   Specifically,  the  area  is  experiencing  an 
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out-migration  of  elderly  white  persons  and  an  in-migration 
of  young  Negro  families.   In  Washington  Park  in  1960  only 
6%  of  the  Negro  population  was  65  years  and  over  while  22% 
of  the  white  population  was  elderly.   In  the  City  as  a  whole 
in  I960,  there  were  81,389  white  persons  over  65  compared  to 
4,196  non-white  persons.  Among  the  non-white  elderly  only 
597  lived  in  unsound  housing  (1960  census). 

Also,  relocation  experience  has  shown  the  substantial 
need  for  low-rent  units  for  very  large  families.  Thus  it 
is  appropriate  to  emphasize  new  family  units  in  the  alloca- 
tion; a  substantial  number  of  these  may  be  in  rehabilitated 
structures. 

2)   Charlestown 

The  Charlestown  Project,  now  in  Survey  and  Planning, 
is  expected  to  be  in  execution  in  1965.  The  number  of  units 
existing,  proposed  in  the  project  plan,  and  allocated  in  this 
report  is  as  follows: 

Elderly       Family 

Existing  0  1,149 

Project  Plan  Proposal         200  0 

Recommended  Allocation     100-150  10-50 
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Charlestown  has  a  high  percentage  of  public  housing  now, 
18%.  That  is  why  the  community  has  resisted  more  family 
projects  and  the  urban  renewal  plan  proposes  only  public 
elderly  housing. 

The  recommended  allocation  recognises  the  validity  of 
this  attitude.   Nonetheless,  it  is  suggested  that  a  small 
number  (10-50)  of  public  family  rehabilitated  units  be  allo- 
cated to  Charlestown  to  facilitate  relocation  and  to  support 
private  rehabilitation  efforts.  The  number  of  elderly  units 
allocated  to  Charlestown  is  not  as  high  as  the  project  plan 
proposes  because  of  equal  priorities  elsewhere. 

3)   South  End 

The  South  End  Project,  now  in  Survey  &  Planning,  is 
expected  to  be  in  execution  in  1965.  The  number  of  units 
existing  or  committed,  proposed  in  project  plan,  and  allo- 
cated in  this  report  is  as  follows s 

Elderly        Family 

Existing  92  936* 

Project  Plan  Proposal  400  500 

Recommended  Allocation        200-250         80-150 

*Including  50  rent  supplemented  units  in  Castle  Square. 
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The  recommended  allocation  emphasizes  elderly  units 
because,  except  for  those  (92)  committed  to  the  Castle  Square 
area,  none  exist  in  the  South  End  now;  and  the  South  End 
is  particularly  suited  to  elderly  due  to  its  accessibility 
and  many  services.   Some  of  the  recommended  elderly  and  family 
units  may  well  be  in  rehabilitated  structures.   The  total 
allocation  from  the  prospective  1000  unit  authorization  is 
less  than  the  project  proposal  because  of  the  needs  of  other 
areas  in  the  City.  As  future  authorizations  become  available 
and  as  the  new  units  become  integrated  into  the  residential 
community,  more  public  units  may  be  acceptable  in  the  South 
End. 
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APPENDIX  E 
STANDARDS  FOR  SITE  SELECTION 

Family  Housing 

A.   Relation  to  Environs 

1)  Accessibility;   It  is  desirable 

(a)  to  have  public  transportation  within  walking 
distance  and 

(b)  not  to  have  the  site  front  on  a  major  traffic 

artery. 

2)  Adjacent  uses 

They  should  be  compatible  with  family  housing i. 
They  should  not  ?oe  noxious  or  hazardous,  e.g., 
truck  terminals,  dumps,  heavy  through  traffic  nor 
of  such  density  (over  120  persons  per  net  acre) 
as  to  constitute  a  nuisance  tc  the  new  family 
housing. 

3)  Aesthetic  relation  to  adjacent  development 

The  surrounding  development  should  lend  itself  to 
an  integrated  design  with  the  new  development;  it 
should  provide  a  suitable  backdrop. 

4)  Community  facilities 

Schools,  adequate  shopping,  churches,  play  space, 
and  other  loc?l  facilities  should  be  available 
within  walking  distance  of  the  site. 

5)  Integration  with  neighborhood 

It  should  be  possible  to  integrate  the  site  socially 
and  aesthetically  with  the  surrounding  neighborhood. 
The  site  should  not  be  an  isolated  pocket. 
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6)   Suitability  for  housing 

The  neighborhood  should  continue  to  be  suitable 
for  residential  use  in  the  future.   If  the  area 
is  presently  in  a  stage  of  downward  transition 
or  change  to  non- residential  use,  there  should 
be  clear  indications  that  new  housing  will  con- 
tribute to  its  stability  and  that  housing  will 
be  viable  in  the  area. 

B.   The  site  itself 

1)  Size: 

Generally  not  less  than  one  acre  and  not  more 
than  four  acres. 

2 )  Topography : 

(a)  Wo  grades  over  5%   -  10%; 

(b)  Ledge  outcroppings  permitted  on  sites  of 
2  or  more  acres 

(c)  Sites  with  serious  soil  or  drainage  problems 
should  also  be  of  2  or  more  acres. 

Elderly  Housing; 

A.   Relation  to  Environs 

1)  Accessibility 

Nearby  transit  or  good  bus  service  are  essential. 
The  walk  to  transit  or  bus  stop  should  be  on  level 
ground  involving  few  stairs.   Car  accessibility  is 
not  important. 

2)  Adjacent  uses 

They  should  be  compatible  with  housing.  It  is 
desirable  to  have  both  an  active  and  a  restful 
adjacent  view,  e.g.,  a  school  and  a  park. 
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3)  Aesthetic  relation  to  adjacent  development 

The  surrounding  development  should  lend  itself  to 
an  integrated  design  with  the  new  development?  it 
should  provide  a  suitable  backdrop. 

4)  Community  facilities 

Shopping,  churches,  health  services  and  parks  should 
be  available  within  one-quarter  mile. 

5)  Integration  with  neighborhood 

There  should  be  a  normal  age  distribution  among 
residents  in  the  vicinity  now,  so  that  the  new  fac- 
ility would  not  isolate  the  elderly  from  familiar 
surroundings.   The  site  should  not  be  socially  or 
aesthetically  isolated. 

6)  Suitability  for  housing 

The  neighborhood  should  continue  to  be  suitable  for 
residential  use  in  the  future.   If  the  area  is 
presently  in  a  stage  of  downward  transition  or 
change  to  non-residential  use,  there  should  be 
clear  indications  that  new  housing  will  contribute 
to  its  stability  and  that  housing  will  be  viable  in 
the  area. 

B.   The  site  itself 

1)  Size 

Not  less  than  one  acre,  not  more  than  three  acres. 

2)  Topography 

(a)  No  grades  over  5% 

(b)  Ledge  outcroppings  permitted  on  sites  of  2  or 
more  acres. 

(c)  Sites  with  serious  soil  or  drainage  problems 
should  also  be  of  2  or  more  acres. 


GUIDES  TO  PROJECT  STAFF  FOR  THE  SELECTION  OF  STRUCTURES  FOR 
PUBLIC  HOUSING  REHABILITATION 

(Concurrence  -  Ash,  Millrick,  Drought,  Crane,  Harris  -  6/10/64) 

1.  Proposed  Occupancy % 

a)  Primarily  large  family  requiring  three  or  more  bedrooms. 
If  design  of  structure  permits,  elderly  may  be  mixed 
with  family  units. 

Implications   Walk-up  structures  with  entry  type  plans 
and  maximum  direct  access  to  yard  and 
sidewalk. 

b)  (Rehabilitation  for  elderly  only  if  possible,  but  elderly 
require  special  fire  protection  and  elevators.   Thus, 
apartment  structure  type  most  suitable.   This  structure 
type  rejected  for  the  present,  reasons  given  below) . 

2.  Location  and  distribution: 

a)  Area  proposed  for  family  residential  use?  services  - 
transit,  shopping,  recreation  -  near  by. 

b)  Surrounding  structures  and  environmental  conditions  must 
be  suitable  for  family  living. 

Implication:   Isolated  tax  title  structures  surrounded  by 
other  deteriorating  buildings  are  not  acceptable.  -  Public 
housing  wants  to  be  part  of  a  "suitable  living  environment". 

c)  There  are  advantages  to  a  grouping  of  structures,  although 
no  specific  number  in  one  location  is  required.   A  grouping 
of  three  to  fifteen  structures  is  suggested.  Groupings  may 
be  contiguous  side  to  side  or  back  to  back.   Advantages 
include:   1)  economies  in  utility  systems  and  in  management? 
2)  the  design  and  common  utilization  of  outdoor  space  for 
play  areas,  parking,  etc;  3)  provision  of  required  second 
egress  through  adjacent  structure. 

3.  Present  condition  of  structures: 

a)   Structures  should  preferably  be  vacant.   Some  family  dis- 
placement is  acceptable,  but  not  very  much. 


GUIDES  TO  PROJECT  STAFF  FOR  THE  SELECTION  OF  STRUCTURES  FOR 
PUBLIC  HOUSING  REHABILITATION  (Cont'd) 


b)  Structures  should,  generally,  be  in  fair  condition? 
some  severe  deterioration  is  acceptable,  if  adjacent 
to  better  structures.   Deteriorated  structures  may  be 
demolished  to  increase  outdoor  space. 

c)  Structures  selected  for  public  rehabilitation  should 
preferably  be  ones  which  the  owner  is  not  likely  to  re- 
habilitate himself  in  the  near  future.   This  may  include 
tax  title  or  vacant  structures,  ones  in  absentee  or  in- 
stitutional ownership  or  ones  \/hich  are  deteriorated 
beyond  private  economic  rehabilitation. 

4.   Structure  type  and  characteristics; 

a)  Masonry 

Frame  structures  not  acceptable  at  present  because  of 
PHA  40-year  mortgage  requirement. 

b)  The  fewer  number  of  stories  the  better;  maximum  five 
stories. 

c)  Row  house  preferred  type. 

Apartment  blocks  rejected  for  the  present  because  they 
use  too  many  of  the  available  rehabilitation  allocation, 
have  an  institutional  identification,  and  have  small 
units  suitable  mainly  for  elderly. 

Single  and  duplex  structures  rejected  for  the  present 
because  of  their  potential  appeal  to  private  home  owner- 
ship and  rehabilitation. 

d)  Structure  width;   minimum  20  feet. 
Structure  depth:   minimum  35  feet. 


Appendix  F 
1  B/a  JW 
EVALUATION  OF  FOSSIBLE  PUELIC  HCDSIKG  SITES. 

BRIGHTON 

1)  Hobart  School-36,000  sq.  ft. 

This  is  an  old  school  site  in  a  fully  developed,  apparently- 
stable,  moderate  income  neighborhood  of  many  two  family  houses, 
a  block  or  two  from  local  stores  end  bus  transportation.  It  would 
be  a  pleasant  though  undistinguished  site  for  a  tvo -story  elderly 
project  but  its  distance  from  major  centers  of  acti  *ity  weighs 
against  that  choice.  Its  location  well  within  a  good  residential 
neighborhood  makes  it  well  suited  to  a  "vest  pocket"  family  project 
of  20-25  units.  No  new  units  are  presently  recommended  for  Brighton 
because  of  higher  priorities  elsewhere. 

Acceptable  for  25-30  elderly  units  in  future. 
Recommended  for  20-2?  family  units  in  future. 

CHARLESTOWN 

2)  Bunker  Hill  and  Tremont  Street -88, 000  so.,  ft. 

This  site  is  in  a  neighborhood  of  generally  deteriorated 
housing  and  vacant  lots  located  next  to  Charlestown  Navy  Yard 
and  Mystic  Bridge  ramps  and  near  the  11^9  unit  Charlestown  housing 
project;  it  is  too  close  to  the  already  high  number  of  family 
public  housing  in  Charlestown.  The  Charlestown  Urban  Renewal  Plan 
proposes  it  for  new  private  family  housing  and  provides  better 
Bites  for  new  public  elderly  units  elsewhere. 

Unacceptable  for  either  elderly  or  family  housing. 

3)  Hunter  Street  Playground -99 ,600  sq.  ft. 

This  vacant  paved  area  is  en  the  Charlestown  project  side 
of  the  above  site  and  partially  under  the  ifystic  Bridge  approaches. 
It  is  even  poorer  than  the  other. 

Unacceptable  for  either, 

k)   Elm  Street-61,000  sq.  ft. 

Thi6  6ite  is  part  of  two  blocks  of  reasonably  good  housing 
in  an  existing  neighborhood  with  good  shopping  and  transportation. 
Charlestown  already  has  an  over  abundance  of  family  public  housing; 
the  Renewal  Plan  proposes  other  sites  for  new  elderly  housing  and 
this  site  for  conservation. 

Unacceptable  for  either* 

DORCHESTER 

5)  Carson  Street-41,000  sq.  ft. 

Though  dominated  by  the  adjoining  Southeast  Expressway 
and  MBTA  right-of-ways  and  next  to  a  small  office  building, this 


site  is  "bordered  by  1,  2,  and  3  family  -residences  en  two  sides  and 
is  in  an  area  planned  for  future  residential  use.  It  has  few 
attractions  for  the  elderly  presently,  but  could  conceivably  be 
developed  with  a  wide  high  rise  building  (like  Elm  Hill  or  the 
JFK  apartments  in  Cambridge)  to  achieve  an  ocean  view  over  the 
Expressway  while  replacing  it  as  a  border  to  the  neighborhood. 
The  district  presently  has  no  recommended  allocation  nor  any 
anticipated  urban  renewal  activity. 

Unacceptable  for  family  housing. 

Marginally  acceptable  for  an  80-unit  high  rise  elderly 

project  in  future. 

6)  Hecht  House-100,000  sq.  ft. 

This  site  is  a  large  undeveloped  plateau  behind  Hecht  House- 
YMHA  and  above  Blue  Hill  Avenue  with  a  group  of  dilapidated  three- 
deckers  "on  one  side  and  with  some  well  maintained  private  apart- 
ments separating  it  from  the  375-unit  Franklin  Hill  Avenue  project 
on  the  other.  This  site  benefits  from  its  proximity  to  Hecht  House, 
Franklin  Field,  Franklin  Park,  shopping, transportation  and  services 
en  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  a  good  topographical  (if  not  social) 
separation  from  the  901*  family  and  l6"0  elderly  public  units  en 
Franklin  Field.  Although  in  a  path  of  Negro  migration  and  in  an 
area  presently  without  either  a  recommended  allocation  or  renewal 
activity  (other  than  the  nearby  "Harvard  South"  Improvement  area), 
it  is  a  good  place  for  both  elderly  and  family  housing.  Assuming 
no  new  private  apartment  construction  will  occur,  elderly  units 
would  have  a  better  effect  on  both  the  social  balance  in  the 
area  and  the  stimulation  of  private  rehabilitation. 

Marginally  acceptable  for  60-70  family  units  in  future. 
Acceptable  for  80-90  two-floor  elderly  units  in  future. 

7)  Wales  Street -1^,900  sq..  ft. 

Located  between  Blue  Hill  Avenue  and  Harvard  Street,  this 
well-vegetated  hilltop  site  is  in  a  moderate  income,  increasingly 
Negro  neighborhood  of  one,  two,  and  three  family  houses  and 
medium-sized  apartment  buildings.  It  is  several  blocks  from  the 
Franklin  Field/ Franklin  Hill  Avenue  public  housing  complex  and  has 
many  of  its  advantages  and  disadvantages.  It  is  too  hilly  and 
distant  frcm  stores  and  transportation  to  be  convenient  for 
elderly  people,  is  in  the  path  of  negro  migration  and  presently 
has  no  recommended  allocation  nor  any  anticipated  urban  renewal 
activity.  Its  location  in  the  middle  of  an  attractive,  seemingly 
stable  block  makes  it  a  possible  future  'Vest  pocket"  family  pro- 
ject. 

Unacceptable  for  elderly. 

Acceptable  for  25-30  unit  family  project  in  future. 

8)  Norwall  Street-85,000  sq.  ft. 

This  is  a  piece  of  undeveloped  land  surrounded  by  tenements 


and  two  family  houses  and  located  "between  Washington  and  Norwell  Streets, 
just  across  the  Midland  Branch  R.R.  from  the  path  of  heaviest  Negro 
migration.  It  is  suitable  for  residential  use  and  could  be  either 
family  or  elderly  housing,  but  its  somewhat  hidden  location  and 
distant  shopping  facilities  make  it  more  suitable  for  families.  The 
area  has  no  recommended  allocation  and  is  not  in  a  renewal  area; 
but  prospective  clearance  and  renewal  activity  in  Roxbury-North 
Dorchester  could  make  family  housing  here  a  well  located  relocation 
resource. 

Marginally  acceptable  for  80  elderly  in  the  future. 
Acceptable  for  50-55  family  units  in  the  future. 

9)  Savin  Hill  (Deer  Street) -75, 000  sq.  ft. 

This  site  is  a  long  narrow  strip  of  predominantly  vacant 
land  between  commercial  and  wholesale  activity  on  Dorchester 
Avenue  and  a  low-moderate  income  three -decker  neighborhood  on 
Pleasant  Street.  The  land  is  planned' to  be  residential  and 
perhaps  could  be  developed  for  elderly  housing  except  for 
inappropriate  and  intrusive  character  of  the  adjoining  commercial 
uses  (auto  dealer,  truck  garage,  chain  link  fence  company,  etc.) 
and  the  lack  of  local  services  and  shopping  facilities.  New 
private  housing  would  be  better  than  public,  but  if  public,  it 
Bhould  be  a  small  family  project.  The  area  has  no  present 
allocation  or  renewal  activity. 

Unacceptable  for  elderly. 

Marginally  acceptable  for  future  ^5-50  unit  family 

project,  preferably  as  part  of  renewal  program. 

DOWNTOWN  NORTH 

10)  Hanover  and  Harris  Streets-18, 500-29,000  sq.  ft. 

This  site  consists  of  a  parking  lot  and  five  residential 
and  mixed-use  buildings  and  therefore  could  range  from  18,500' 
(parking  lot  alone)  to  29,000'  (whole  block;.  It  is  between 
Hanover  and  North  Streets  in  the  North  End  next  to  St.  Stephen's- 
Church,  across  from  the  Paul  Severe  Mall,  and  surrounded  by  shop- 
ping, churches,  services,  etc.  The  neighborhood  has  a  low  median 
income  and  high  proportion  of  people  over  65.  An  elderly  housing 
project  here  would  meet  an  apparent  local  need  and  add  variety  to 
Boston's  supply  of  public  housing.  Developed  with  a  minimum  of 
clearance,  it  could  help  maintain  North  End  densities,  while 
modernizing  the  housing  stock  and  possibly  stimulating  some 
private  rehabilitation.  By  relying  (appropriately)  on  the 
PRADO  for  open  space  (supplemented  perhaps  by  the  roof),  near 
total  coverage  could  occur,  allowing  50-60  units  with  no  clearance 
and  80  or  more  using  the  whole  block.  The  site  could  alBO  be 
developed  for  family  housing  but  it  would  hold  far  fewer  units 
and  "be  less  of  a  net  gain  for  the  public  housing  system  and  the 
North  End,  both.  Presently  there  is  no  renewal  program  in  the 
North  End;  but  the  site  is  close  enough  to  the  Waterfront  pro- 
ject to  gain  from  parking  and  open  space  development. 


Unacceptable  for  family  housing. 

Acceptable  for  50-60  elderly  units  in  the  future. 

HYDE  PARK 

11)  Sunny-side  St. -51, 000  sq.  ft. 

This  site  is  a  coner  lot  currently  occupied  by  a  large 
single  family  house  in  an  old  moderate  income  neighborhood  of 
two  family  houses  and  new  singles.  It  is  hilly  and  has  at  best 
fair  local  shopping  and  transportation,  but  is  near  much  open  space 
and  many  recreation  facilities  in  the  Stony  Brook  Reservation  and 
near  potential  clearance  areas  along  the  proposed  S.W.  Expressway 
route.  Hence,  it  seems  most  suitable  for  "a  vest  pocket"  family 
project.  There  is  no  urban  renewal  activity  in  the  area  but  an 
allocation  of  80  family  units  is  presently  recormaended  . 

Unacceptable  for  elderly  housing. 
Acceptable  for  20-25  family  units. 

JAMAICA  PLAIN 

12)  Elm  Street-l»7,000  sq,  ft. 

This  is  another  single  family  lot  in  a  moderate  income 
neighborhood  of  one  and  two  family  houses.  Though  across  "from 
Jamaica  Plain  High  School,  the  neighborhood  seems  fairly  quiet,  yet 
it  is  only  one  long  block  from  Centre  St.  shopping,-  services  and 
MBTA  trolley  line  and  could,  therefore,  be  good  low-rise  elderly 
developmen't.  The  snallness  and  seclusion  of  the  site  and  the 
apparent  quality  and  stability  of  the  surroundings  make  it 
equally  desirable  for  a  vest-pocket  family  project.  Considering 
both  the  importance  of  scattering  small  family  projects  through  good 
neighborhoods  and  the  scarcity  of  appropriate  sites  for  such 
development, . a  family  project  might  veil  take  priority.  Such  a 
family  project  falls  within  the  recommended  allocation  for 
Jamaica  Plain. 

Eeccirmended  for  25-30  family  units  in  forthccmeing 

allocation. 

Acceptable  for  UO-kQ   elderly  units  in  future. 

13)  Green  St. -1^2,000  sq.  ft. 

This  site  is  presently  in  mixed  housing  and  light 
industrial  use,  adjoins  the  present  New  Haven  R.R.  right-of-way, 
is  along  the  proposed  S.W.  Expressway,  and  is  proposed  in  the 
Jamaica  Plain  G.N.R.P.  for  industrial  reuse. 

Unacceptable  for  either. 

Ik)   Everett  St. -65,000  sq.  ft. 

This  site  is  on  the  other  side  of  the  railroad  from  the 
above,  on  higher  ground  and  in  an  attractive  wholly  residential 


neighborhood;  hut  it  is  partially  taken  in  present  S.W.  Expressway 
proposals  and  hence  is  unavailable  pending  final  design  of  the 
road. 

Unacceptable  for  either. 

ORIENT  HEIGHTS 

15)  Saratoga  St. -122, 500  sq..  ft. 

Before  the  First  Realty  Co.  began  planning  to  develop  39^ 
moderate-Income,  garden  apartments  on  this  site  and  the  adjacent 
marshland,  the  adjoining  community  seemed  too  linear  (as  it  forms 
a  two  block  vide  isthmus  between  Orient  Heights  and  East  Eoston) 
to  absorb  any  but  the  smallest  public  housing  development.  Nov  the 
necessary  private  housing  is  underway,  and  public  housing  could 
perhaps  still  be  integrated  in  the  new  development.  The  district 
has  relatively  fev  elderly  people  so  the  site,  though  well  supplied 
with  shopping  and  transportation,  would  be  more  useful  to  families. 
The  present  recommended  allocation  to  Orient  Heights  is  zero  assuming 
continuing  resistance  to  new  public  housing  and  "no  special 
opportunities  for  public  housing1'.  The  community  might  accept 
rent  -supplement aticn  of  eomo  of  the'  proposed  private  units  or  the 
construction  of  some  public  units  among  them,  however.  In  either 
case,  family  units  would  be  the  more  useful  and  appropriate. 

Acceptable  for  either  rent  supplementation  or  new  •- 
construction  of  up  to  ho  family  units  assuming  con- 
tinuation of  First  Realty  Plans. 

16)  Harbor  View  (Horace  and  Moore  St s.) -100, 000  sq.  ft. 

Like  the  above,  this  site  presently  used  as  a  Little 
League- ballfield,  is  vacant  land  at  the  edge  of  the  East 
Boston-Orient  Heights  isthmus.  It  backs  on  the  M.B.T.A.  tracks 
but  has  good  shopping  and  transit  facilities.  It  may,  however, 
eventually  be  developed  for  middle  income  housing  without 
B.H.A.-B.R.A.  involvement. 

Acceptable  for  55-70  new  family  units  in  the  future. 

PARKER  HILL-FENWAY 

Fenway  sites 

17)  Queensbury  St. -20, 700  sc£.  ft. 

18)  Kilmarnock  St. -2%  1*00  sq.  "ft. 

19)  Peterborough  St. -25, 170  eq.,   ft. 

20)  Park  Drive-15, 5^5  eq.,   ft. 

All  of  these,  except  Park  Drive,  are  small  parking  lots 
between  four  and  five -story  apartment  houses;  the  Pari'  Drive  site 
is  a  private  playground  facing  the  Fenway  and  next  to  the  Russian 
Orthodox  Cathedral.  With  its  many  amenities,  adequate  shopping 
and  transportation,  and  the  good  supply  of  inexpensive  small 
apartments,  the  area  has  long  attracted  older  people.  Not  more 


than  one  or  two  of  the  sites  should  he  developed,  creating  arotind 
100  units.  The  Par!;:  Drive  site  is  too  small  and  would  "block  the 
view  of  the  cathedral.  Since  the  parking  now  supplied  hy  the 
other  sites  is  in  short  supply  in  the  area,  the  possibility  of 
developing  elderly  projects  in  combination  with  a  public  parking 
facility  should  be  explored.  An  allocation  of  50-100  elderly  units 
is  recommended  for  Parker  Hill-Fenway  from  the  present  authoriza- 
tion. 

Recommended  for  50-100  elderly  units. 

21)  Tavern  Ed. -90,000  so,,  ft. 

This  site,  like  those  above,  has  many  attractions  for  older 
people  but  is  unavailable  since  part  of  it  is  in  the  path  of  the 
proposed  Inner  Belt  and  much  of  the  rest  is  owned  by  Northeastern 
University  for  expansion  purposes. 

Unacceptable  for  either. 

22)  Tremont  and  Eumy  £ts.-26,UC0  sq.  ft. 

This  site  en  Tremont  St.,  across  from  the  Mission  Church 
and  the  Parker  Hill  public  library,  is  very  much  in  the  Mission 
Hill  community.  It  is  en  a  bus  line,  next  door  to  a  super  market 
and  near  the  Brigham  Circle  shopping  area.  The  district  has  a 
higher  than  average  proportion  of  people  ever  65  but  no  elderly 
public  housing.  The  proximity  of  the  Mission  Kill  project  might 
weigh  against  additional  public  units  in  the  area  but  the  site's 
other  advantages  make  it  acceptable  for  a  high  rise  development  of 
about  55  units. 

Acceptable  for  50  elderly  units  from  the  forthcoming 
allocation. 

HBOKEff-NORTH  DORCHESTER 

23)  Madison  Park-150,000  sq.  ft. 

This  extremely  blighted  and  largely  vacant  section  of 
L«wer  Roxbury  is  in  the  path  of  the  proposed  Inner  Belt.  It  is 
totally  unsuited  to  public  housing  development  now  and  should 
not  be  considered  until  future  land  uses  for  the  Roxbury  side  of 
the  Inner  Belt  have  been  determined.  The  area  is  almost  entirely 
Negro  and  in  the  "public  housing  band"  so  the  site  will  probably 

remain  ODawjeptable.  Renewal"  Planning  is  under  way'  and -most' propos- 
als have  assumed  that  the  new  uses  would  be  nonresidential  ones 
exploiting  the  area's  proximity  to  the  regional  core  and  its 
increasing  accessibility. 

Unacceptable  for  either. 

2k)   Verncn-Oabot  Streets-110,000  Sq..  ft. 


25)  Vernon-Kent  Streets-150,000  sq.  ft. 

Eoth  of  these  pieces  of  vacant  land  are  en  the  Eliot  Sq. 
edge  of  the  blighted,  rapidly  declining  section  of  lower  Roxbury 
described  above.  The  immediate  area  has  some  housing  remaining 
and  many  community  facilities  still  functioning  despite  the 
virtual  disappearance  of  their  elientel:  Dudley  Street  shopping, 
St.  Francis  DeSalles  Church,  the  local  health  unit,  baths,  and 
settlements.  At  present  the  neighborhood  is  too  deteriorated  for 
the  provision  of  elderly  housing  to  help  it;  but  final  determina- 
tion of  the  suitability  of  this  site  will  depend  en  the  completion 
of  the  urban  renewal  plan. 

Both  sites  are  unacceptable  at  present. 

26)  Orchard  Park-85,000  sq.  ft. 

This  site  is  on  predominantly  vacant  land  off  Mall  Street 
on  the  Lower  Roxbury  side  of  the  Orchard  Park  housing  project .  It 
is  a  very  blighted,  heavily  Negro  area  of  uncertain  future  and 
within  the  "public  housing  band". 

Unacceptable  for  either, 

27)  Dudley -Warren  Steeets-50,000  sq.  ft. 

This  site  is  also  in  a  predominantly  Negro  area  and  near 
much  other  public  housing;  but  unlike  the  last  three,  it  is 
located  at  the  edge  of  a  fairly  healthy  neighborhood  and  is  the 
most  convenient  to  Dudley  Street.  An  elderly  project  here  could 
be  oriented  toward  both  the  busy  Dudley  shopping  area  and  civic 
center  on  one  side  and  the  relatively  quiet  Mt.  Pleasant  neigh- 
borhood en  the  other.  Such  a  development  would  have  the  ad- 
vantage of  being  located  near  a  busy  center  while  being  at  the 
edge  of  a  good  neighborhood.  The  acceptability  of  the  site  will 
depend  on  the  outcome  of  the  renewal  planning  underway  in  the 
Roxbury-North  Dorchester  G.N.R.P. 

Unacceptable  now.  Marginally  acceptable  for  90  elderly 
units  pending  renewal  plans. 

28)  Walnut  Park-l»O,850  sq.  ft. 

This  site  is  in  Washington  Park  and  is  a  block  from  the 
Egleston  elderly  housing  project  proposed  as  part  of  the  Washington 
Park  Project.  This  site  was  originally  65,^21  sq.  ft.  but  has 
been  arectoced  to  1*0,850  sq.  ft.  by  the  development  of  a  public 
tot  lot  en  one  end  of  it.  It  is  an  attractive,  predominantly 
Negro  neighborhood  of  two  family  houses  and  apartment  buildings. 
Public  transportation  is  adequate  but  shopping  requires-a  walk  of 
at  least  l/k  mile.  The  site  is  better  suited  to  a  vest-pocket 
family  project  than  to  housing  for  the  elderly  but  because  of 
community  disapproval  such  development  is  unlikely.  The  urban 
renewal  plan  designates  the  site  for  new  private  housing. 
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Unacceptable  for  elderly  housing. 

Acceptable  for  a  vestpocket  family  development  of 

25  units. 

2$)   Egleston  Elderly  Site-100,0C0  sq.  ft. 

This  site  is-on  Seaver  Street  in  the  Washington  Park 
Project  area  "between  Franklin  Park  and  Egleston  Sq . ,  It  is 
appropriate  for  elderly  housing  hut  the  number  of  units  proposed 
by  BHA  (172)  seems  high. 

Acceptable  for  l6o  elderly  units  now. 

SOUTH  El© 

30)  Tremcnt-W.  Dedham  Street s-51, 500  sq.  ft. 

31)  Shawcut  Ave,-W.  Eedham  St. -5^, 000  sq.  ft. 

32)  W.  Brcokline-W.  Canton  Street s-88,OCO  sq.  ft. 

These  three  sites  are  all  in  a  predominantly  non -residential 
section  of  the  South  End  between  Shawmut  Avenue  and  Tremont  Street- 
and  a  block  from  the  large,  visible  Cathedral  FrojeQt.  Future  pub- 
lic housing  in  the  immediate  area  should  be  only  elderly.  The 
sites  are  near  local  shopping,  good  bus  service  on  Tremont  Stv  and 
many  social  service  agencies.  More  importantly,  they  are  pro* 
posed  for  residential  re-use  in  the  South  End  renewal  plan  and 
thus  will  be  suitable  for  public  elderly. housing.  Only  one  of 
those  sites  should  be  developed,  however,  to  avoid  an  undue 
concentration  of  public  housing.  The  specific  site  should  be 
determined  by  the  renewal  plan. 

Acceptable  for  80-100  elderly  units  depending  on  the 
South  End  renewal  plan, 

33)  Tremont -Rutland  Street s-55, 000  sq.  ft. 

This  is  veil  located  especially  for  proximity  to  City 
Hospital  and  has  good  shopping  and  bus  service,  but  has  been 
proposed  for  the  public  housing  rehabilitation  program;  thus 
it  is  not  available  for  new  construction. 

Unacceptable. 

3fc)  West  Newtcn  St.-W.  Rutland  Square-30,000  sq-.  ft. 

This  is  a  vacant  lot  between  a  large  church  and  a  small 
block  of  row  houses  which  in  turn  border  on  the  Hew  Haven 
Railroad  tracks  dividing  the  South  End  from  the  Back  Eay.  If 
developed  for  elderly  housing,  it  would  combine  South  End 
services  and  conveniences  with  Back  Bay  amenities.  At  present 
the  South  End  plan  puts  the  highest  priority  for  this  site  on 
new  high-rise  private  apartments,  however. 


Recommended  for  60-S0  elderly  units. 

35)  Cam&en-Lenox  Street s-136, 000  sq.  ft. 

This  is  long  strip  of  land  between  two  totally  Negro 
housing  projects  in  a  neighborhood  -which  has  extensive  blight 
despite  adequate  transportation  and  shopping  and  many  community 
facilities.  The  site  is  in  the  band  of  public  housing  concen- 
tration. New  housing  is  proposed  by  the  Urban  Renewal  Plan  and 
should  all  "be  private. 

Unacceptable  for  either. 

WEST  ROXBURY 

36)  1$59  Washington  Street-100,000  sq.  ft. 

This  is  an  undeveloped  site  in  an  area  with  limited 
shopping  facilities  and  much  open  space,  particularly  in  the 
nearby  Stony;  Brook  Reservation.  The  surrounding  neighborhood  has 
new  apartment  and  single  family  construction.  The  site  seems  too 
far  from  most  of  West  Roxbury  to  appeal  to  people  desiring 
elderly  housing  near  their  old  neighborhoods,  and  too  undeveloped 
to  appeal  to  people  from  Otber'.perts  of  the  City.  It  could  be 
good  for  a  small  family  housing  development.  Its  extensive  open 
space  is  appealing  to  many  young  families.  Well-designed 
public  family  housing  might  both  grow  with  the  neighborhood  and 
help  determine  the  style  and  pattern  of  that  growth.  No  public 
housing  is  presently  recommmended  from  the  forthcoming  allocation 
because  of  greater  priorities  elsewhere. 

Unacceptable  for  elderly  ho\ising. 

Acceptable  for  ^0  family  units  in  row  house  and  garden 

apt.  construction  in  the  future. 

37)  Washington  &  Stimscn  Streets-103,000  sq.  ft. 

This  site  is  better  served  than  the  above.  Although 
almost  en  the  Dedham  border,  it  is  within  walking  distance  of  a 
small  shopping  center  at  the  corner  of  Grove  Street.  It  is  open 
land  between  some  well  maintained  single  family  houses  and  a  new 
middle  income  apartment  house/office  building  complex.  It 
could  be  an  elderly  development  for  people  desiring  a  remote 
location,  but  it  would  be  better  used,  for  a  snail  family  project 
of  kO  units. 

Marginally  acceptable  for  ICO  unite  of  elderly  housing. 
Acceptable  for  4o  family  units  in  row  house  and  garden  apt. 
construction  lo  the  future. 

38)  5151  Washington  Street-60,000  sq.  ft. 

This  site  is  cloee  to  the  above  but  on  the  intown  side  of 
Grove  St.  It  is  slightly  closer  to  the  Grove  St.  shopping  area 
but  would  still  be  better  used  for  a  small  family  project.  It  is 
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quite  close  to  a  possible  future  Grove  St.  urban  renewal  area  and 
its  development  in  ccn junction  with  that  might  be  studied. 

Marginally  acceptable  for  55  units  of  elderly  housing  in  the 

future. 

Acceptable  for  a  small  family  development  of  20-25  units 

in  the  future. 
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ADDRESSES  OF  POSSIBLE  HOUSING  SITES 
(Maps  of  Sites  available  from  BRA,  Housing  Section) 


BRIGHTON 


1.  Hobart  School:  Former  school  site  bounded  by  Hobart  Street  and 

Ranelegh  and  Gliva  Roads 


CEARLESTOWIJ 


••U  Eunker  Hill  and  Tremont  Street^:  The  block  is  bounded  by 

Tremont,  Edgeworth,  and  Eunker 
Hill  Streets  and  Lowney  Way 

2.  Hunter  Street  Playground:  Paved  area  partially  under  Mystic 

Bridge  ramps  and  bounded  by  Eunker  Hill, 
Hunter,  Vine,  and  Chelsea  Streets, 

3.  Elm  Street:  One  whole  block  bounded  by  Summer,  Elm,  School, 

and  Bartlett  Streets.  The  nearer  two  thirds  of  the 
adjacent  block  bordered  by  Bartlett,  School,  Elm 
and  Bunker  Hill  Streets,  and  the  section  of  Bartlett 
Street  between  these  two. 


DORCHESTER 


1,  Carson  Street:  Triangle  of  vacant  land  bounded  by  Carson  Street, 

Sydney  Street,  and  the  abutting  developed  land, 

2,  Hecht  House:  Vacant  land  (including  property  indicated  at 

35  Lome  Street)  bounded  by  the  rears  of  Hecht  House, 
which  faces  American  Legion  Highway,  Morris  Gordon 
Apartments  «n  Franklin  Hill  Avenue,  Horneloe's 
Greenhouses  on  Harvard  Street,  and  a  row  of  three 
deckers  on  Lome  Street. 

3.  Wales  Street:  An  odd  shaped  vacant  lot  between  Wales  and  Esmond 

Streets  at  the  bend  of  Wales  Street  and  bounded 

by  34  and  24  Wales  Street  and  71  and  85  Esmond  Street. 

4.  Norwall  Street:  Vacant  lots  in  middle  of  block  bounded  by  Carmen, 

Norwall,  Washington  and  Vassar  Streets,  plus 
buildings  at  249  to  243  Washington  Street  and 
including  alley  between  l6  and  22  Norwall  Street. 

ft.  Savin  Hill(Deer  St.):  Existing  Deer  Street  and  vacant  lots  along  it. 

Deer  Street  is  between  and  parallel  to 
Dorchester  Avenue  and  Pleasant  Street,  running 
from  Savin  Hill  Avenue  to  Roach  Street. 
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DOWSTOWN  NORTH 


1.  Hanover  and  Harris  Streets:  Parking  lot  and  existing  "buildings  on 

block  bounded  by  Hanover,  Harris,  and 
North  Streets,  and  Hanover  Avenue, 


HYDE  PARK 


1.  Sunnyside  Street:  Site  of  existing  single  family  house  at 

7  Sunnyside  Street  and  corner  of  Reservation  Road. 


JAMAICA  PLAIN 


1.  Elm  Street:  Site  of  existing  single  family  house  at  83  Elm  Street 

at  corners  of  Greenouga  Avenue,  Elm  and  Sedgwick  Streets. 

2.  Green  Street:  Block  bounded  by  Green,  Amory,  Cornwall,  and 

Brookside  Streets. 

3.  Everett  Street:  large  lot  running  from  Cell  Street  to  Everett 

Street  and  bounded  by  existing  buildings  on 
Bishop  and  Gordon  Streets. 

ORIENT  HEIGHTS 

1.  Saratoga  Street:  Vacant  land  on  Saratoga  Street  bounded  by 

Westbrook  Street,  898  Saratoga  Street  and 
marshland  behind  it. 

2.  Harborview:  Vacant  land,  including  Little  League  Field,  comprising 

all  except  the  Moore  Street  end  of  the  block  bounded 
by  Homer,  Horace,  and  Harmony  Streets. 

PARKER  HILL-FENWAY 

1.  Queensbury  Street:  Parking  lot  on  Queensbury  Street  between  stores 

fronting  on  Kilmarnock  Street  and  garage  at 
75  Queen sbury. 

2.  Kilmarnock  Street:  Parking  lot  on  Kilmarnock  Street  across  from 

91  Kilmarnock  anrl  behind  Park  Drive  Apartments 
and  Queensbury  Street  shopping. 

3.  Peterborough  Street:  Parking  lot  running  from  Peterborough  to 

Queensbury  Streets  from  behind  Kilmarnonck 
Street  stores  to  105  Queensbury  Street  and 
120  Peterborough  Street. 

k.     Park  Drive:  Pie  shaped  lot,  currently  a  private  playground  owned 

by  Harvard  School  of  Public  Health's  International  House. 
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On  tend  in  Park  Drive  "between  apartments  on  Park  Drive 
and  Russian  Orthodox  Cathedral  on  corner  of 
Kilmarnock  Street. 

5.  Tavern  Road:  !?hole  "block  bounded  "by  Tavern  Road,  Field  Street, 

and  Buggies  Street. 

6.  Tremont  and  Bumey  Streets:  Vacant  lot  and  adjoining  buildings  in 

area  "bounded  by  Burney  Street, 
Tremont  Street,  to  A  &  P  parking  lot, 
and  Delle  Avenue  to  extension  of 
A  &  P  parking  lot  edge. 

RCXBURY-HORTH  DORCHESTER 

1.  Madison  Park:  Site  not  clearly  defined,  probably  land  between 

future  Inner  Belt  line,  Ruggles  Street,  Cabot  and 
Westminster  Streets. 

2.  Vernon -Cabots  Streets:  Vacant  block  bounded  by  Cabot,  Linden  Park, 

Vernon,  Lamont  Streets. 

3.  Vernon -Kent  Strests:  Predcminently  vacant  land  on  either  side  of 

Kent  Street  between  Vernon  and  Linden  and 
Park  Streets. 

k.     Orchard  Park:  Predominently  vacant  land  near  Orchard  Park  project, 

bounded  by  Albany,  Mall,  and  Webber  Streets,  and 
Greyhound  Bus  garage  on  Harrison  Avenue. 

5.  Dudley -Warren  Streets:  Land  comer  of  Warren  and  Dudley  Streets, 

bounded  by  Kearsage  Street,  including 
Hos.  3,  5,  7,  9,  and  Pevear  Place,  and 
excluding  shops  between  165-195  Dudley 
Street. 

6.  Walnut  Park:  Land  on  corner  of  Walnut  Park  and  Walnut  Avenue 

from  80  Walnut  Park  to  331  Walnut  Avenue. 

T.  Egleston  Squares  Elderly  Site:  198*1-2022  Seaver  Street  (between 

Egleston  Public  Library  and  Elevated  station) 
19-25  Walnut  Park. 

SOUTH  EHD 

1.  Tremont-West  Dedham  Streets:  Area  bounded  by  Tremont  Street 

between  West  Canton  and  West  Dedham 
to  86  West  Dedham  and  99  West  Canton. 
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2.  Shawmut  Avenue-West  Eedham  Streets:  The  area  between  Shawmut  Avenue 

and  West  Dedham  and  West  Canton 
Streets  in  as  far  as 
78  West  Dedham  Street. 

3.  West  Brookline-West  Canton  Streets:  The  area  "bet-ween  West  Canton, 

West  Erookline  Street, 
Newland  Streets,  alley  behind 
Presbyterian  Church  on 
Tremont  Street. 

k.     Tremont-Rutland  Streets:  Area  bounded  by  696-698  Tremont  Street, 

78-80  Rutland  Street  and  157-135 
West  Concord  Street. 

5.  West  Newton  Street-West  Rutland  Square:  Lot  between  Union 

Congregational  Church  and 
houses  at  208  West  Newton 
and  75  West  Rutland  Square. 

6.  Camden -Lenox  Streets:  Land  between  Camden  and  Lenox  Street  projects 

and  behind  Tremont  Street. 


TEST  ROIBURY 


1.  k9k$   Washington  Street. 

2.  Washington  and  Stimson  Streets:  Land  at  corner  of  Washington  and 

Stimson  Streets.  In  all,  5268 
Washington,  525^  Washington,  corner 
lot,  and  2k   Stimson  Street. 

3.  5151  Washington. 
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